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Abstract 
This study investigated the relationship between learning organization and university social responsibility. This relationship was 
studied in three groups of internal stakeholders: students, staff with leadership, monitoring, evaluation and control roles, and staff 
involved in the development of the study programs. 536 members of two public Romanian universities filled in the 21-item 
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (Watkins & Marsick, 1997) and a scale of university social 
responsibility developed by the authors of this study. Different dimensions of learning organization presented various degrees of 
association with university social responsibility. These relationships varied according to formal organizational membership. 
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1. Introduction 
In delivering their products and services, all organizations are under an obligation to their stakeholders to express 
high level of performance (Armstrong, 2012). Organizations face the increasing pressure not only to learn, change, 
adapt, but also to act wisely, in an ethically acceptable way in meeting the expectations of their multiple stakeholders 
(Rowley & Gibbs, 2008), and to place greater emphasis on system-wide solutions (Watkins & Dirani, 2013). Thus, 
many organizations strive to become a learning organization (Senge, 1990). Several studies shown that members’ 
perceptions on learning organization had an impact on their job performance (Joo, 2012), job satisfaction (Goh, 
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2001; Kiedrowski, 2006), organizational commitment (Balay, 2012), and health (Hasson, Tafvelin & von Thiele 
Schwartz, 2013). Also, learning organization has been linked to innovation, team learning, continuous learning, and 
organizational performance (Goh, Elliott & Quon, 2012; Jashapara, 2003; López, Peón, & Ordás, 2005; Watkins & 
Marsick, 1999).  
Although the concept of learning organization proved to be valuable in understanding organizations, it has been 
conceptualized in different ways (Ali, 2012). Learning in an organization takes place at three main interrelated 
levels: individual, team and organizational (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). A learning organization is characterized by 
continuous learning for continuous improvement and by the capacity to transform itself. It presents the following 
seven dimensions: (1). continuous learning - the organization creates vast opportunities for learning to all 
individuals while they are carrying out their jobs; (2). inquiry and dialogue - the organization designs strategies to 
promote the culture of questioning and raising views, receiving feedback and conducting experimentations; (3). team 
learning - encouraging collaboration, learning and working together and a teamwork culture in the organization; (4). 
embedded system - vibrant systems are built to capture and share learning in the organization; (5). empowerment - 
people in the organization are involved in setting, owning and implementing the collective vision of the 
organization, and held accountable for different decisions in the organization; (6). system connection - the 
organization shows that is capable to scan and connect with its internal and external environment, and (7). strategic 
leadership - the organization has a strategic leadership for learning to meet changes (Marsick & Watkins, 2003). 
This integrative model provides a conceptual framework for understanding learning organization and an instrument 
to measure the construct (Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004).  
While much effort has been invested in the conceptualization of the learning organization construct, there is still a 
need of research on examining the existence and practicality of this concept in various organizations (Ali, 2012). 
Much is known about private organizations as learning organizations and less about the public institutions, mainly 
higher education institutions or universities (Bui & Baruch, 2012). Usually, the organizations from this sector are 
viewed by their external stakeholders and consider themselves as places where the instruction and formal learning 
take place rather than organizations endowed with learning capabilities (White & Weathersby, 2005). These 
capabilities enable higher education institutions to adapt to their internal and external environment by facilitating the 
required changes or transformations and development in organizations. In this process, the actions of these 
organizations cannot be of any kind. They must act as social responsible agents. The concept of social responsibility 
is not new, but it became more relevant for today organizations, regardless of their type (private, public or non-
governmental organizations) (Brammer, Williams, & Zinkin, 2007; Smith, 2003). Through their educational models, 
universities form professionals capable of social responsibility in the corporations and public institutions in which 
they will work, and “effectively teach students to be democratic citizens, creative, attentive and builders of a 
democratic society” (Harkavy, 2006, p. 5). Although, literature revealed associations between learning organization 
and several outcomes (Song, Chermack, & Kim, 2013), less is known about the association between members’ 
perceptions on learning organization and corporate/ university social responsibility. Recently, several authors 
considered learning and unlearning as critical in the effective implementation of corporate social responsibility in an 
organization (Blackman et al., 2013). Furthermore, it was highlighted the need to consider diversity of stakeholders 
which exists within many large organizations, when investigating the characteristics of the learning organization 
(Stothard, Talbot, Drobnjak, & Fischer, 2013).   
Few studies were dedicated to these two concepts applied to Romanian organizations (Ghiura, 2012), mainly to 
university. Thus, the present study had two objectives. First, the relationship between members’ perceptions of the 
learning organization and social responsibility in two Romanian universities was investigated. Second, this 
relationship was studied in three groups of different internal stakeholders: (1). students, (2). staff with leadership, 
monitoring, evaluation and control roles, and (3). staff involved in the development of the study programs. We 
expected that different dimensions of learning organization will present different associations with university social 
responsibility. These associations will vary according to organizational status. 
2. Method 
2.1. Participants 
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The participants were 536 members of two public Romanian universities (N1 = 231, N2 = 305). Thereof, only 
513 provided data for the two instruments (N1 = 224; 43.7%, N2 = 289; 56.3%). The mean age was 33.30 (SD = 
11.26). More than half of the participants (64.9%) were female. In terms of organizational status, 227 (44.2%) were 
students, 234 (45.6%) staff involved in the development of the study programs, mainly teachers, and 52 (10.1%) 
staff with leadership, monitoring, evaluation and control roles. They voluntarily participated in this study. These 
participants were considered as internal stakeholders of the two universities, with a major influence on the quality of 
the educational process and professional formation and development in these organizations. 
2.2. Instruments 
The 21-item Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ; Watkins & Marsick, 1997; Yang 
et al., 2004) was used to measure learning organization in terms of: (1). continuous learning (e.g., “In my college, 
people help each other learn”; Į = .71); (2). inquiry and dialogue (e.g., “In my university, people give open and 
honest feedback to each other”; Į = .80); (3). team learning (e.g., “In my university, programs have the freedom to 
adapt their goals as needed”; Į = .80); (4). embedded system (e.g., “In my university, programs revise their 
thinking as a result of discussions or information collected”; Į = .83); (5). empowerment (e.g., “My university 
invites people to contribute to the college's vision”; Į =.84); (6). system connection (e.g., “My university gives 
people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work”; Į = .79), and (7). strategic leadership (“In 
my university, leaders empower others to help carry out the organization’s vision”; Į = .90). The Į-Cronbach 
reliability coefficient for the total scale was .95. Each subscale included three items on a 6-point Likert scale, ranged 
from 1 (Almost never) to 6 (Almost always).  
University social responsibility was measured with five items developed by the authors of this study elaborated 
based on the literature on corporate and university social responsibility (e.g., “In my university, people consider the 
impact of their actions on others”). Each item was rated on a six-point Likert-scale, ranged from 1 (Strongly 
disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree). The Į-Cronbach reliability coefficient was .80. 
2.3. Procedure 
The participants filled in the pencil-and-paper version of the two instruments. A time lag of one month existed 
between the two measurements. First, the dimensions of the learning organization was measured, followed by the 
data collection on university social responsibility. The factorial validity and internal consistency of the instruments 
were examined using exploratory and multi-group confirmatory analyses conducted with IBM SPSS vs. 21 and EQS 
vs. 6.1. The results supported the seven correlated-factors and the second-order structure of the 21-item DLOQ. 
Thus, we considered for the statistical analyses two types of scores on learning organization: the scores on the 
multiple dimensions of learning organization and the total score on the learning organization variable. Additionally, 
the one-dimensional nature of the university social responsibility was considered. 
3. Results 
Indicators of central tendency, standard deviations, and inter-correlation matrix are presented in Table 1.  
Table 1. Means, standard deviations and inter-correlation matrix (N = 513) 
Variables  M ± SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Age 33.30±11.26 1            
2. Gender 1b -.10* 1           
3. Universitya 0 b -.13** .03 1          
4. Org. status 1 b 526.73*** 2.94 2.44 1         
5. LO_1 3.59±1.11 -.28** .03 -.04 96.31*** 1        
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6. LO_2 3.37±1.09 -.07 .03 -.12** 45.96 .63*** 1       
7. LO_3 3.74±1.10 .12** .01 -.04 32.06 .48*** .65*** 1      
8. LO_4 3.75±1.17 .03 -.01 -.10* 42.15 .52*** .60*** .67*** 1     
9. LO_5 3.41±1.21 -.07 -.01 -.06 49.25 .59*** .68*** .63*** .69*** 1    
10. LO_6 3.72±1.15 -.05 .00 -.07 62.17 .60*** .61*** .66*** .68*** .74*** 1   
11. LO_7 3.96±1.29 -.02 .03 .17*** 67.32** .57*** .61*** .61*** .70*** .67** .73*** 1  
12. LO 3.64±4.14 -.06 .01 -.11* 374.10 .75*** .81*** .81*** .84*** .86*** .87*** .85*** 1 
12. USR 4.27±.94 .08 .07 -.12** 52.23 .33*** .46*** .46*** .41*** .39*** .45*** .48*** .51*** 
Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; a = coefficient Ȥ2 was computed for associations between type of university and the other variables; b 
= Mode as an indicator of the central tendency; Org. status = Organizational status; LO_1 = Continuous learning; LO_2 = Inquiry and dialogue; 
LO_3 = Collaboration and team learning; LO_4 = Systems to capture learning; LO_5 = Empower people; LO_6 = Connect the organization; 
LO_7 = Strategic leadership for learning; LO = Learning organization; USR = university social responsibility; * p  .05; ** p  .01; *** p  .001. 
 
As revealed by the correlational analysis, all dimensions of learning organization were positively associated to 
university social responsibility. Additionally, organizational status was associated with two dimensions of the 
learning organization. These two associations highlight differences between the three categories of organizational 
members in terms of their perceptions on the ability of their university to create continuous learning opportunities, 
Ȥ2(42) = 96.31, p  .001, and to provide strategic leadership for learning, Ȥ2(42) = 96.31, p  .001. Thus, these results 
support the expected relationship between variables. 
Furthermore, the data revealed that demographic variables, mainly age and type of university, were significantly 
associated with organizational status, specific dimensions of learning organization, the mean score on learning 
organization, and university social responsibility. As a consequence, further multiple hierarchical regression 
analyses were conducted in order to statistically control the influence of demographic data on the relationship 
between multiple dimensions of learning organization and university social responsibility. The results of these 
analyses are summarized in Table 2. 
Table 2. Results of the regression analyses that tested the relationships between the dimensions of learning organization and university 
social responsibility and the influence of the organizational status on these relationships (N = 513) 
Variables  Model 1. Dimensions of learning organization Model 2. Learning organization 
 Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 
F 4.39** 3.15** 18.32*** 9.44*** 4.39** 3.15** 33.75*** 27.96** 
Fchange 4.39** 1.28 28.31*** 1.57 4.39** 1.28 181.20*** 7.84*** 
ǻR2 .03 .00 .28 .03 .03 .00 .26 .02 
Age .08 .07 .06 .05 .08 .07 .06 .06 
Gender .08 .08 .07 .07 .08 .08 .08* .08* 
Universitya -.11* -.11* -.04 -.04 -.11* -.11* -.06 -.06 
Org. status - Dummy 1  -.03 .04 -.29  -.03 .06 -.20 
Org. status – Dummy 2  .06 .04 .38*  .06 .06 .52** 
LO       .51*** .48*** 
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO        .27 
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO        -.47** 
LO_1   .00 -.04     
LO_2   .20*** .15     
LO_3   .13* .14     
LO_4   .00 .02     
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LO_5   -.04 -.04     
LO_6   .12 .17     
LO_7   .21*** .16     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_1    .06     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_2    .07     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_3    .07     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_4    .13     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_5    -.09     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_6    -.10     
Org. status - Dummy 1 X LO_7    .20     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_1    .00     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_2    .20     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_3    -.14     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_4    -.32     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_5    .05     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_6    -.13     
Org. status - Dummy 2 X LO_7    -.03     
Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Org. status - Dummy 1 = staff involved in the development of the study programs; Org. status - 
Dummy 2 = staff with leadership, monitoring, evaluation and control; LO_1 = Continuous learning; LO_2 = Inquiry and dialogue; LO_3 = 
Collaboration and team learning; LO_4 = Systems to capture learning; LO_5 = Empower people; LO_6 = Connect the organization; LO_7 = 
Strategic leadership for learning; LO = Learning organization; USR = university social responsibility; * p  .05; ** p  .01; *** p  .001. 
 
In Model 1, it was found that, together, the seven dimensions of the learning organization were associated to 
university social responsibility, F(12,500) = 18.32, p  .001, Fchange(7,500) = 28.31, p  .001, ǻR2 = .28. At the 
individual level, only few characteristics of the learning organization such as promoting inquiry and dialogue, 
encouraging collaboration and team learning, and provide strategic leadership for learning were correlated with a 
high level of university social responsibility (ȕ = .20, p  .01; ȕ = .13, p  .05; ȕ = .21, p  .01). It is interesting that 
none of these relationships was influenced by the organizational status, Fchange(14;486) = 1.57, p .05.  
In contrast, the analysis of the Model 2 shown that internal stakeholders’ perceptions on learning organization 
were associated with a higher social responsibility of their university (F(8,504) = 27.96, p  .01, Fchange(2,504) = 
7.84, p  .001, ǻR2 = .02, ȕ = .52, p  .01). Additionally, these perceptions were influenced by the organizational 
status. Specifically, organizational members with leadership, monitoring, evaluation and control roles on the 
educational process perceived a weaker relationship between learning university and the social responsibility of their 
university compared to students (ȕ = .48, p  .001). 
4. Discussion 
This study had two objectives. First, the relationship between learning organization and social responsibility in 
Romanian universities was investigated. Second, this relationship was studied in three different groups of internal 
stakeholders: (1). students, (2). staff involved in the development of the study programs, and (3). staff with 
leadership, monitoring, evaluation and control roles. In essence, these results show that different dimensions of 
learning organizations present various degrees of association with university social responsibility. Furthermore, 
although these relationships varied according to formal organizational membership, as shown by correlation 
analyses, when demographic variables were controlled in the hierarchical regression analysis, these relationships 
were not significant anymore. In contrast, the regression analysis that considered the total score of the learning 
organization variable evinced that the organizational status shaped the associations between the perceptions on 
learning organization and university social responsibility. These results offer valuable information about the 
associations of the internal stakeholders’ perceptions on the learning organization dimensions with the social 
performance of their higher education institutions, mainly universities. Also, they complement the small body of the 
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existing research that evolved around learning organization and social responsible performance (Blackman et al., 
2013; Renaud-Coulon, 2008). 
Furthermore, these results suggest that learning culture of the university resides in the minds of its different 
internal stakeholders. Perceptions of gaining productive reasoning skills to express personal views, to listen and to 
inquire into the views of others, cultivating values that strategically support learning and stimulate collaboration 
among different members, questioning, feedback, and experimentation of the individual and collective knowledge 
matter for an organization in order to develop and maintain righteous relations within and with its internal and 
external environment. As shown by our data, these perceptions are important for universities in “weaving” a course 
of action with elements of social responsibility. But these elements do not represent the sole ingredients in the 
universities’ course of doing the right things (morally driven behavior) and doing things right (regulatory 
compliance behavior) (Blackman et al., 2013). Furthermore, in this “weaving” process, social responsibility can be 
taught, formed and developed in universities. Additionally, the implementation of the social responsibility can create 
continuous learning opportunities for universities as organizations (Cramer, 2005). Moreover, learning can become 
an essential element of the university strategy on social responsibility (Renaud-Coulon, 2008).  
The findings of the present study revealed moderate levels of the learning organization characteristics in the 
“eyes” of the three categories of internal stakeholders. This raises the question whether higher education institutions, 
mainly universities, are true learning organizations. It seems that there is much to do in informing universities as 
organizations on how to learn, to evolve to a higher form of learning capability that enables them to learn better and 
faster from their success and failures (Marquardt, 2002), and how to exert the effort of maintaining the new higher 
level of learning power (Marquardt, 2011). As Maynard (2010) argued, by transforming social service organizations 
into learning organizations, these organizations will be able to more effectively meet the challenges of implementing 
evidence-based programs and function as a bridge, rather than a barrier, between science and service. In 
consequence, future research should offer a deep glimpse in identifying antecedents of the learning organization in 
the higher education institutions such as universities. In their analysis and synthesis of the DLOQ-based learning 
organization research, Song et al. (2011) evinced the need to understand what actions might be taken to effectively 
bolster an organization’s orientation toward learning. Besides these theoretical implications, although they were not 
the focus of this study, the multi-group confirmatory factor analyses revealed the seven dimensions structure of the 
learning organization suggesting the likelihood of applicability of the 21-item DLOQ instrument in the Romanian 
higher education context. These findings support multidimensional nature of the learning organization construct 
(Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Yang et al. 2003). The interpretation of the present findings must take into account some 
limits. One limit consists in the lack of representativeness of the samples for the Romanian working population in 
the higher education sector. The present study used a convenience sample. Future studies using representative 
samples for the Romanian academic field could provide more relevant knowledge about the factorial structure of the 
instruments used, and, implicitly, about the learning organization as a common factor of several dimensions. 
Furthermore, these studies will allow an additional analysis on the equivalency of the relationship between learning 
organization and social responsibility across different stakeholders of the university. In our study, we did not cover 
other categories of internal stakeholders such as administrative and technical staff. Furthermore, although there was 
a month time lag between the collection data for learning organization and social responsibility, the findings of the 
present study are limited because a cross-sectional design was used. Therefore, these findings limit the 
generalization of the results to the whole population from the higher educational sector. 
5. Conclusions 
This study highlighted the role of universities not only as organizations where the learning and instruction take 
place but also as learning organizations capable to have a socially responsible course of action in the process of 
professional formation and development.  
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